the only thing that counts ultimately is the good of
the people.

A new theory of the independence of the States
has been advanced in recent years, and it has been
advanced by the very Power that holds them in an iron
grip and keeps them in subjection. Neither history
nor constitutional law give any justification for this,
and if we examine the origins of these States, most of
their rulers would be reduced to the status of feudal
barons. But we need not trouble ourselves with legal
research, as the practice and facts are plain enough.
This practice has been for the British Power to domi-
nate these States completely, and its slightest gesture is
a command to them which they disobey at their peril.
The Political Department of the Government of India
pulls the strings and the puppets dance to its tune;
the local Resident is the master of the situation; and
latterly the practice has grown of British officials being
imposed as ministers of the Rulers of the States. If
this is independence then it will be interesting to learn
how it differs from the most abject subjection.

There is no independence in the States and there
is going to be none, for it'is hardly possible geographi-
cally and it is entirely opposed to the conception of
a united free India. It is conceivable and desirable
in the case of the larger States for them to have a great
deal of autonomy within the framework of an Indian
federation. But they will have to remain integral
parts of India and the major matters of common con-
cern must be controlled by a democratic federal centre.
Internally they will have responsible government.

It is clear that the problem of the States would
be easy of solution if the conflict was confined to the
people and the Ruler. Many of the Rulers, left to
themselves would'ultimately line themselves with the
people, and if they hesitated to do so, the pressure